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The Keystones Are Gone 


[. 1949, Nationalist China — the keystone of ‘our’ defenses against communism on the main- 
land of Asia — was driven from the mainland. 


In 1953, South Korea — another keystone of our worldwide defense system—became a hope- 
less, helpless ward of the American government, prohibited by the American-communist armistice 
from militant action against communists, although her communist neighbor has never been bound 
by the same armistice. 


In 1954, Dienbienphu (French fortress which was considered the last keystone of defense 
against communism in Indo-China) fell to the communists. 


In 1956, the only keystone of any real hope for destruction of the communist empire — re- 
bellion inside the empire — was crushed. 


In 1958, Iraq — called the keystone of American policy in the middle east — fell into the 
hands of pro-communist anti-Americans. 


In 1959, Cuba, which (with the American Guantanamo Bay Naval Base commanding strategic 
approaches to the Caribbean Sea and the Panama Canal) was certainly a keystone of our Western 
hemisphere defenses, fell into the hands of communist Castro. 


In 1959, DeGaulle completed the elimination of France as a keystone of our NATO defenses 
when he refused to permit American missiles bases on French soil and formally withdrew French 
troops from the NATO command. 


In 1959, America complied with Morocco’s orders that we evacuate our Moroccan air bases — 
the keystone of our air defense for the Mediterranean area. 
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In 1960, when Japan cancelled President Eis- 
enhower's goodwill visit, all foreign policy ex- 
perts agreed that Japan, as the keystone of our de- 


fenses in tiesfar east, was much in doubt, if not 
already gone. 


Wien all the keystones gone, our worldwide 
defenses are bankrupt, because the foreign policy 
which required those defenses was bankrupt at 
conceptior. 


Fruits of Isolationism 


Atthough internationalists admit the collapse of 
their own policy of world-meddling, and have 
shown themselves intellectually incapable of cre- 
ating any policy different from the one already 
collapsed, they react with scorn when anyone sug- 
gests return to the traditional American policy of 
national independence — which they call isola- 
tionism — the policy which America actually fol- 
lowed for a total of 148 years: from 1789 to 1917, 
and from 1920 to 1940. 


Indeed, internationalists often try to blame the 
failure of their own policy on “‘isolationists” or on 
the “latent isolationism of the American people.” 


Let’s look into this. What shape would we — 
and the rest of the world — be in today, if George 
Washington’s policy of national independence 
(or, political isolationism, for those who prefer 
the phrase) had never been abandoned? 


Ll: ‘isolationists’ had had their way about keep- 
ing us out of World War I, we would have saved 
hundreds of thousands of dead and wounded 
American soldiers. We would have been spared 
the waste of natural resources and the great de- 
pression we suffered in the backwash of World 
War I. We would also have been spared the New 
Deal socialist revolution — which was fobbed off 
on the people as a means of ending the depression. 


We would have been a thousand times better 
off if we had stayed out of World War I—and 
so would the Europeans whom we joined the war 
to help. The war in Europe would have ground 
to some kind of stalemate peace, as wars in Europe 
have been doing for two thousand years. And there 
probably would not have been a World War II. 


By throwing her great strength into the Euro-_ 
pean war, America destroyed ancient balances of 
power, prolonged the war, and made it more sav- « 
age. Without American help, European govern- ~ 


ments simply could not afford the prolonged total 


wars which have become the fashion of the . 


twentieth century. 


If the isolationists had had their way and kept 
us out of World War II, Hitler and Stalin would 
have destroyed each other, and the evil systems 
they controlled might have died with them; and 
there would have been no Korean war, which 
cost us another 53,000 casualties, and ended in 
disgrace for the United States. 


I; isolationists had had their way, the United 
States would not today be so entangled in the 
affairs of all nations on earth that every border 
conflict threatens to become an American war. 


The traditional policy of political isolation 
made it possible for America to become a power- 
ful citadel of freedom, a beacon of hope for all 
men everywhere. 


Why ot return to that policy? 


Why Not? 


assume that because we have 
airplanes and rocket missiles and instantaneous 
worldwide communications systems, America can 
no longer live an independent national life. 
Actually, we are in better position to live inde- 
pendently now than we were in the early nine- 
teenth century. We were then a rural nation, 
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heavily dependent on European manufacturing na- 
tions for our farm implements, household goods, 
transportation vehicles, books, musical instru- 
ments, medicines, clothing, and much of our food 
and building supplies. 


The arguments for American intervention in 
European struggles were far more logical and 
compelling in the days of Washington, Adams, 
and Jefferson than they are now. 


The French, claiming a debt of gratitude, de- 
manded our help, arguing that Britain would take 
back the American colonies if she succeeded in 
defeating France. 


England, claiming bonds of kinship and tradi- 
tion, warned that England stood as America’s only 
protection against conquest by Napoleon — re- 
minding us that Napoleon once owned the great 
American west, and had actually sent armies to 
the western hemisphere with plans to take the 
Louisiana Territory away from us as soon as Eng- 
land was destroyed. 


Spain with colonies to the south and west of us, 
and also with claims on most of the vast Louisiana 
Territory, entered the tug-of-war, trying to drag 
America into the endless turmoil of European 
politics. 


W. were a weak and backward nation in those 
days. Many people thought we could not possibly 
maintain a policy of political isolation — that we 
simply could not survive if we did not join hands 
with one or another of the great powers of Europe. 


But we did. 


Today, when we are a nation of unrivaled 
strength (with a total sufficiency of necessary ma- 
terial goods in our own hemisphere), our leaders 
whimper that we cannot stand alone or live with- 
out help. 


When we were among the weakest of nations 
(dependent on foreigners for critical material 
goods), our leaders had enough manly courage 
and confidence in American destiny to resist the 
pressures and threats of the most powerful na- 
tions on earth — and to follow a proud, consistent 
national policy. 


Our World Responsibilities 


ee that America return to a policy of 
national independence brings objections from 
people who have been saturated with propaganda 
about America’s ‘world responsibilities.’ 


The American government has no world re- 
sponsibility—has no constitutional right or power 
to concern itself with questions of how people 
in other nations live or what they do, as long as 
they do not violate the rights of Americans. When 
the American government takes money from 
Americans for gifts or loans to foreigners (no 
matter what the pretext for doing so) it violates 
our most basic constitutional principles. 


The American ‘people’ collectively have no re- 
sponsibility at all, for the world or anything else, 
because America is not supposed to be organized 
as a collectivist society. We are supposed to be an 
individualistic society —a nation of individuals 
organized into an orderly society by a constitution 
and laws which recognize that each individual 
has certain inalienable rights — certain rights that 
are superior to any claims or powers of govern- 
ment or of organized groups or of the whole of 
society itself, because these certain individual 
rights are God-given. 


isin individuals, as decent human beings, 
do have large responsibilities, for themselves, for 
their neighbors, for the ‘world.’ And they are 
supposed to have freedom, from their own gov- 
ernment, to neglect or fulfill their responsibilities 
as their own individual means and consciences 
dictate. When government confiscates a substan- 
tial portion of your salary — as it regularly does 
— to provide ‘assistance’ to foreign governments 
or foreign individuals, or to other Americans, gov- 
ernment not only violates the Constitution: it robs 
you of the means to meet your own responsibili- 
ties in the world. 


How can you respond to your own conscience 
and give help to a neighbor in distress — or send 
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assistance to some needy person or worthy cause 
abroad —if government gets hold of your pay- 
check first (as it does) and seizes whatever it 
wants for its own programs of assistance? 


li the people of America still fully understood, 
respected, and tried to live by, the principles on 
which our nation was built, there would be no 
argument about our government’s foreign policy 
programs of ‘meeting America’s world responsi- 
bilities’ because there wouldn’t be any such pro- 
grams. 


America’s political and intellectual leaders 
have, however, brainwashed millions of us of any 
real respect for principles. You try to criticize a 
political platform or governmental program be- 
cause it violates constitutional principles, and 
what do you hear, even from many constitutional 
conservatives who say they share your respect for 
the principles? They say you are not being practi- 
cal and realistic; we can never return to pure 
principles again; so, ‘as a practical matter,’ let’s 
do the best we can with what we have. 


If America does not return to the pure princi- 
ples on which her greatness was built, then Ameri- 
ca — like every other nation which abandoned its 
principles — will die. 


Moreover — a practical matter’ — every 
governmental program which violates constitu- 
tional principles fails to achieve its announced 
‘realistic’ purposes. 


The ‘Backward’ Nations 


0... of America’s world responsibilities, ac- 
cording to the majority opinion of our political 
and intellectual leaders, is to help ‘backward’ or 
underdeveloped nations build industrial systems 


like ours so that their material living standard 
will be raised. 


Our leaders give us a multitude of spurious 
reasons why we must, in our ‘own enlightened 
self-interest,’ give aid to ‘backward’ nations. The 
real reasons were explained by Joseph Stalin, in 
an article published in Pravda on May 8, 1921 
(reprinted pp. 111-117, Joseph Stalin: Marxism 
and the National Question, Selected Writings and 
Speeches, published in 1942 by International Pub- 
lishers — communist publishing house in New 


York City). 
Stalin said: 


. it is essential that the triumphant pro- 
letariat of the advanced countries should render 
aid, real and prolonged aid, to the toiling masses 
of the backward nationalities in their cultural 
and economic development; that it should help 
them to rise to a higher stage of development and 
to catch up with the more advanced nationalities. 


“Unless such aid is forthcoming it will be im- 
possible to bring about the peaceful co-existence 
and fraternal collaboration of the toilers of the 
various nations and peoples within a single world 
economic system that are so essential for the final 
triumph of socialism.” 


a fact, then — “as a practical matter’? — our 
foreign policy programs of helping underdevel- 
oped nations are tailored to prepare the world for 
conquest by international communism, although 
they are sold to the American people as the way 
to save the world from communism. 


Our governmental aid to backward nations 
must inevitably harm the people of those nations, 
by promoting the cause of communism and weak- 
ening the cause of freedom. 


D.. Hans Morgenthau, one of America’s lead- 
ing internationalist intellectuals who believes in a 
world-meddling and world-uplifting foreign pol- 
icy for America (see “Collapse of American Fore- 
ign Policy,” this Report, June 27, 1960), says: 


“Successful foreign aid, infused into a primi- 
tive society, is, by the very nature of its success, 
a revolutionary and disruptive element, not at all 
a factor making for social stability. This being 
so... it may well be considered a blessing in 
disguise that in many countries our policy of 
foreign aid has not been successful; for, had it 
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been, it might well have undermined the very 
status quo to whose support we are committed.” 


0..: technical assistance experts go into a back- 
ward country and teach natives to use tractors. 
Where are they going to get the tractors after they 
have learned to use them? Where will they get gas 
and oil? Where will they get mechanics and spare 
parts to keep the tractors in repair? What are they 
going to do with the tractors? They can’t use trac- 
tors to pull wooden plows! Give them the steel 
plows also? 


What happens to the self-reliance of people in 
an underdeveloped nation after we give them all 
of the complicated machinery which they cannot 
produce themselves, cannot maintain, cannot even 
understand ? 


| ee assistance experts taught Burmese 
farmers to use steel plows, instead of the primitive 
wooden plows they have been using for ages. The 
steel plows cut too deep: broke up the subsoil, 
ruined it as a water-holder, and destroyed rice 
fields. 


Foreign technical assistance experts had another 
sad experience with steel plows in a province of 
India. After teaching natives to use the plows, 
the western experts realized that these modern 
plows would do great damage to an ancient way 
of life. Every family using a wooden plow furn- 
ished employment for another family which 
makes and services wooden plows. If you give the 
farmers western-made steel plows, what will you 
do with the villagers who used to make and serv- 
ice wooden plows? Teach them to make steel 
plows? That requires a big industrial plant. Build 
it for them? That requires power — big dams, or 
steam generating plants. Provide these for the 
under-developed peoples? Where will they get 
the trained personnel to operate and maintain 
what we have given them? 


Where do we end in this crazy program of 
using American tax money to revolutionize ‘back- 
ward’ nations? We end in disaster for ourselves 
and for the people we have tried to help. They 
are not ready for a complicated industrial system. 
We are forcing upon them a way of life which 


they are not yet culturally capable of accepting. 
We cut them loose from all the customs and moor- 
ings of their own ancient systems, making them 
helpless victims of any political or revolutionary 
mobsters who can seize power. 


W. consider America’s advancement from a 
rural ‘backward’ nation into our present status as 
remarkably fast; and it was — miraculously fast: 
it took only 175 years! 


Most of the basic scientific information on 
which our own complex, industrial civilization is 
built, was known more than a century ago. Why 
then did it take us 175 years to develop the sys- 
tem we now have? Because a whole people had 
to adapt and adjust itself culturally and intellec- 
tually to a machine-age before it could accept a 
machine-age. What if our present-day technologi- 
cal system had been thrust suddenly upon Ameri- 
cans of the early nineteenth century? It would have 
destroyed them, because they were not ready for 
it. Americans of the early 19th century, (in cul- 
tural, political, and technological development) 
were ages ahead of peoples whom we are trying 
to push into our twentieth-century way of life 
today! 


areas’ today are backward because 
of their legal and political systems. America’s ad- 
vancement was not due to superior natural re- 
sources. Many under-developed areas today pos- 
sess a greater abundance of unexploited natural 
resources than America ever had. 


Our spectacular growth was made possible be- 
cause we adopted a political system which gave 
us freedom — primarily from our own govern- 
ment: a system which released and gave full 
play to the individual energies and ingenuity of 
every person; which attracted foreign capital by 
guaranteeing the inviolability of valid contracts; 
and which nourished the growth of domestic risk 
capital by guaranteeing that a man was entitled 
to whatever rewards he could honestly earn by 
taking his own risks and expending his own 
efforts and money. 


Our growth was achieved by private, not gov- 
ernmental, enterprise. This is the only safe and 
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effective way for any nation to achieve industrial 
growth. When industries develop under free, pri- 
vate capitalism (as ours did), they must operate 
efficiently and profitably; and they must produce 
goods of the kind and quantity immediately 
needed, improving production gradually as con- 
sumers’ capacities to absorb are improved. 


These realistic controls do not operate on social: 
istic governments — particularly when they get 
their funds free, from America. Their schemes are 
grandiose and impractical, influenced by the greed 
and corruption and political ambition of the rulers 
rather than by the needs of the people. 


The initiative for any ‘improvement’ in a back- 
ward area must come from the people of that 
area. 


If they want to develop industries, they can get 
plenty of American private capital if they will just 
establish themselves as good credit risks — by 
adopting a political system to guarantee that their 
own government will not confiscate or harass for- 
eign investments in their country. That’s the way 
Americans originally got enough foreign capital 
to develop great industries. 


If people in ‘backward’ areas are ready for 
modern farm machinery, private American busi- 
ness firms will furnish all the experts needed 
to teach them how to use it. If they want day 
schools for their children and lessons in hygiene, 
all they need do is show a little more tolerance 
toward Christian missionaries from the United 
States. 


Poise Beltran, (a distinguished Peruvian 
statesman, former Ambassador to the United 
States) says: 


“If a nation relies on handouts to live . . . its 
future is doomed. As time goes on, it finds it 
harder and harder to get on its feet and forge its 
own future .... It ends by making no effort to 
develop its own resources or be self-supporting. 
As long as such a state of affairs prevails, such a 
country will never come of age, but will continue 


to be dependent on others, without prospects for 
the future. 


“It should be realized that private capital can 
achieve what no public treasury can do. When 
confidence has been established, the amount of 
private capital that may flow into a country is 
practically unlimited. Private investors will com- 
pete with one another and seek out the opportuni- 
ties .... but government money cannot do this, 
since risk venture is beyond its province. Private 
capital will flow . . . if the investor feels that he 
can operate in a free economy.” 


Braden (one of America’s most dis- 
tinguished diplomats: former U. S. Ambassador 
to various Latin American nations and Assistant 
Secretary of State for American Republic Affairs) 
says: 


“It is proclaimed that poverty and illiteracy 
breed communism and open the way to Krem- 
lin domination; whereas, industrialization and 
higher living standards defeat both of these evils. 


“These theories simply are not sound. 


“In southern Italy, where the greatest poverty 
and illiteracy exist, there is the least communism. 
In the industrialized north, with higher living 
standards, communism flourishes. This same con- 
dition prevails in many other countries and 
places. 


“Poverty and illiteracy can only be eliminated 
slowly and with the utmost care. It is not a job 
that can be done overnight. We would destroy, 
rather than sustain, our position ‘by helping 
everybody else to realize their own aspirations’ 
— as our government claims we must do. We 
have neither the money nor the manpower even 
to attempt such a collossal adventure. There is 
no moral or other obligation on us to give even 
modest foreign aid. 


“Since 1941, our government, by means of its 
own, and latterly through United Nations foreign 
aid, has been, and still is, subsidizing the 
U.S.S.R.’s long-range campaign against the U.S.A. 


“A single American company (United Fruit) 
has raised living standards higher and created 
more general well-being through Central Ameri- 
ca than ever could be done by our governmental 
aid. Yet, our own Department of Justice filed an 
anti-trust suit against United Fruit, demanding 
divestiture, among other things, of the rich farm 
lands converted by this company from worse than 
worthless jungle swamps; and our Attorney 
General, in announcing the suit, implicitly en- 
dorsed false communist accusations against the 
United States. 
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“It was not the United States, as has been al- 
leged, which primarily helped the Guatemalans 
to rid themselves of communist control. So soon 
as the communists had been driven out, our own 
government proceeded officially and senselessly to 
confirm communist calumnies against the United 
States. Since then, we have wasted millions of 
dollars in grants to Guatemala. 


“By giving substantial foreign aid to Peron 
(former dictator of Argentina), we supported an 
enemy, a collaborator first with the nazis and 
then the communists, and aligned ourselves 
against the decent and democratic elements of 
Argentina. Peron and his gangsters always hated 
us; and it will take much time and effort to win 
back the confidence, respect, and friendship of 
honest Argentines. 


“Our role vis-a-vis Rojas Pinilla in Colombia, 
and some other dictators, has been no better. 


“What we have done in Bolivia is even more 
shocking than our financing of the Polish and 
Yugoslav communists, because we have kept alive 
a marxist regime in the very center of what we 
have called the ‘good neighborhood.’ 


“In six years (1953-1959) we have given Bolivia 
129 million dollars — which is more aid, on a per 


capita basis, than we have given anywhere else 
in the world. 


“Juan Lechin (communist leader of the Bo- 
livian mine workers union) said (in a public 
speech, while he was an official member of the 


Bolivian government, serving as Minister of 
Mines) that his government was even more radi- 
cal than that of the Chinese communists. 


“Now this same government, which we support 
so lavishly, came to power by force, including im- 
prisonment, torture, and death for hundreds of 
opposition leaders and ordinary citizens who did 
not happen to belong to the National Revolu- 
tionary Movement or communist parties.” 


\ leading newspaper, La Prensa, of Lima, Peru, 
summed up (in 1959) the Bolivian situation as 
follows: 


“After six years of a progressive government, 
Bolivia depends more than ever in its history on 
Yankee imperialism, to the extreme of having 
practically a parasite economy. Misery is greater 
than ever and the dollar has gone higher in 
price than in any other country (from 190 pesos 
to 13,000 pesos to the dollar).” 


What. then, should the United States govern- 
ment do about all the backward countries? Leave 
them alone, just as we insisted that other nations 
leave us alone when we were a backward nation! 
We never would have moved an inch forward, if 
we had depended on other governments — or our 
own — to give us something. 
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| World Peace 


5 0. of our alleged ‘world responsibilities’ is 
to promote world peace. 

We could prevent World War III if we would 
abandon our internationalist world meddling and 
resume our traditional foreign policy of national 
independence; and that is the only way to prevent 
World War III. 


Wora War III will come when the Soviets 
think they can win it without too much risk and 
damage to themselves. If we would maintain our 


own national strength at a level making successful - 


Soviet attack on us obviously impossible, World 
War III would not come, because the Soviets 
would not dare to start it. 


‘That kind of defense for our own country 
would cost a small fraction of what we are now 
spending on armaments and uplift for the world. 


Defense of the Free World 


I. has been indisputably proven that the mili- 


tary aid which we give to foreign nations pro- 
vides no real defense for America (which would 
be the only possible constitutional justification for 
it). It has also been proven that our foreign mili- 
tary aid does not even build military security for 
the nations we give it to: it stimulates armaments 
races among our own allies, with American tax- 
payers paying the cost on all sides. 


Spruille Braden says: 


“George Washington, in his Farewell Address, 
made the finest statement ever put forth as to 
what should be U. S. Foreign Policy. I should 
like to see a really convincing and detailed 
analysis of why modern transportation, communi- 
cations, and science so profoundly alter Wash- 
ington’s warnings against entangling alliances. 


“I should like to know if we have not waste- 
fully over-armed many smaller countries, who 
are incapable of any self-defense and whose peo- 
ple cannot handle modern equipment. 


“I should like to know if historians are accur- 
ate when they say that the end of Rome started 
when she began subsidizing the outlying tribes 
and nations of Europe, and depending upon non- 
Roman mercenaries for her defense.” 
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